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AN EXAMINATION OF SOME LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY TESTS FROM A COMMUNICATIVE
VIEWPOINTY

[N

Lyle F. Bachman (University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign)

1 Introduction

The theme of this confersnce, "™Lanqusge = Knowledge and Skill,*
{s particularly well-chosen, since it represents, I believe, »
racognition that language groficllncy involves both knowledge, or
competence, and skill in implementing, or sxecuting that competence.
Skills and components models auch as those proposed by Lado (1961) and
Carroll (1961) distinguished skills (listsning, speaking, resding, and
writing) from coamponants of knowledge {gremmer, vocebulery,
phonology/guphqlogyy. dut did not indicete how thess were releted.
It was not clear whether the skills were simply manifestations of the
knnwledge components in differsnt modalities and channels, or whether
they were qualitatively different in some other ways. For example,
does reading differ fros writing only in that it involves reception
rather than production? If thet were 3o, how can we account for the
fact that quite compstant and skillful readers ere not slweys skillful
writars? Choasky's mocdel (1965), with its distirction bstween compe-
tence and performance, petaitted us to distinguish random "noise® from
language proficiency, but in so doing limited languege proficiency
solely to competence. And neither of thess models recognized the full
context of languege uss--thg contexts of discourse and situation,
Halllday's framework (1976), with its focus on functions, both illocu-
tionary and textusl, clesrly recognizes the context of discourse, hut
again is limited to compstencs. Finslly, although Hymes' (1972)
notion of soclolinguistic appropristenass recognizes the interaction
between language use and the context of situation, it does not address
the distinction between competence and skill.

Recent frameworks of comsunicstive compstence (Runby, 1978;
viddowson, 19783 Cenale & Swaln, 19805 Sevignon, 1983), provide e
much more inclusive description of the the knowledge required to use
language, ir: thet they incorporste linguistic competence, ‘discourse
competence, and sociolinguistic compstence. All of these framsworks
comprise what sight be called descriptive rather then working wodels
in that they focus on competence and either explicitly or implicitly
ignore the implementstion of thet competence in language uss. A more
cognitive approach to language use has been taksn in working models of
language processing such as those proposed by Fasrch and Kaspar (1983)
and 8ielystok end Ryen (forthcoming). But whils such models
distinguish planning from execution and characterize varying degrees
of cognitive control in language processing, they do not sgecify hoe
languege compstencies ars distinguished from languege skills.

At this point it may be useful to discuss what svidence there is
for a distinction bstween conpetence end skill. The first kind of
svidance 1ies in the differentisl implemsntetion of competence in

, different, skill mcdes. It is well-known, for exemple, that
comprehsnsion gensrelly precades production, both in first snd in
second languege scquisition. If the requisite compstencies ere
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present for coumprshension, what causes this implementstion in
proouction to 1sg behind? Likewiee with differences in chennel.
Fluent resding doss not necessarily imply fluent listening, or vice-
varsa. Another kind of evidence can be found in the literstyrs on
communicetion stretegies, which deels with the weys in which
individuals ettempt to echieve some communicetion gosl 1n e given
lenguage deapite inedequats communicative compstence in thet language.
In such cases the individual may be sble to compensata for inadequate
competence by the implamentation of verious stretegies. Thus, the
most skillful comsunicatar mey not nacessarily be the individusl w’th
tha grestsst compstance.

To assure you thet I am not serely juggling terms, I wila T
e thearetical framework that distinguishes the knowled,
competence sepecte ef language proficiency from the skills esg
and thet elso addresess the fectors in the langusge tasting sitx ..n
that goffect pseformencs on language tests. I belisve this model iu
of use in sxamining the conetruct velidity of tests of language
proficiency and in clarifying some terms and ts that have bsen
uumm-«mm«mp:mq. I will then
exanine, within thie framswori, the nstuse of the performence tasks
and language competsncies required by some widely used testing
procedures. Finally, I will discuss the implicetions that thie
oxJaination eugestts for peychosetric theary and for language testing
reesarch,

2 A fremeworkfpr describing performence on teste of lenguage
proficiency

Adripn Paleer and I have propossd s framswork far describing the
different factors thet effect performence on iangusge tests (Bachman
and Palaer, forthcoming). This fremework includes four types of
f-:t.ou:' languege trait factoss, 'Idu factors, method nctal'-.1 end
randoms factore. tmﬂa ;tg*t giggfg ere thows competencies or
mentel sbilisies ere specific anguage use, and ere of two
main typse: organizetional compestence and pragmatic cospetence.
Orgenizationsl competance, which includes gremsetical and discourse
compatance, pertaine to the formal characteristics of language usnge.
Pregaptic cagpetence, which includes illocutinnary and sociolinguistic
compstance, peztaine to the functiomal and social charecterietics of
language uee.

ore those general cheractsristics of the individusl

that offec performance. These coneist of 1) psycho-

physiological skille, which ere dietinguished in terme of mode

(productive/recaptive) end chewel (surel-oral/visusl), 2) forss of

reprasentation (mlm{wbeonulouo. analyzed/uneralyzed, pre-

fabriceted routines, rules), which deteraine the extent to which

langusge competencise ere eveilsble for use, and 3) stretegic

which conaiste of ¢ set of genr—al sbilities that effect

how lenguage cumpetencies are implementsd for maxisus effactSvenses in
proceseing informstien.
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Methad factors ere those characteristics of the test method that
stfect perforsance. Thess factors conelst of 1) the type of language
ues situation (reciprocel/nanreciprocal), 2) the smount of context
(smbedded/reduced), 3) the distribution of informetion (compect/
diffuse), 4) the type of informetion presented (concrete/abstrect),
and 5) the typo and degres of restrictions on langusge performances
these include restrictions on the orgenizetion of discourse, the
languege use situstion, propositional content, illocutionary force,
forms, participents, mode, chennel snd time/length. “Communicative”
testing methods might be charscterized as thoss irwalving relstively
unrestricted, sppropriataly contextuslized language pezforsence, while
“non- ussunicetive® testing methods involve only ertificislly
restrictad, insppropristaly contextuslized langusge performence.

Finally, {M'ncto consist of 1) cognitive and effective
cherecteristIcs of the lmdividusl, such s fiald dependence/
independence, inhibition, tolerance/intolerence of .-uwuw
motivetion, 2) interactions among specific cosbingtions of .
skill erd mathod factors, and 3) ssssuresent ecper. :

One application of this framewozk hes besn in the definitior 4
teras that have been used to refer to various sspects of le» oo
proficiency (Bachmen snd Palmer, 1084). -, b
defined as consisting of the treit factors “M
syntex, morphology, and phonolegy/graphology, mzam
competence coneists of linguistic comspstance plys the

scourse coapstence, illocutionary compstsnce, and socislinguistic
conpatance . - ’

Len 11s (listening, epeeking, resding, writing) consist
of tr?ﬂ"?f ukﬂl hctnn. Ling Mw consists of ‘the
menife: ‘ation of linguistic cospetence and ekill factogs in

ertificielly restrictad end ineppropristely comtextuslized” test
situations Iuthodo). t consiste of the
menifestation of communicative ¢ skill fectors in

reletively unrestricted and sppropristely contaxtualized test
situstions (methods). o

A ssasyre of ic W includes that portion of e
test score attribuiebis nguietic competenss, skill fastors,
artificiclly restrictsd snd ineppropristely contextualized method
factors, and random fectors. A seemue
includes that portion of e tsst score ve
competence, skill factors, relatively uncestricted snd mrla
contextuslized pethod facters, end rendom fectore, +:i. . . & -M!

This fresework msay sleo by useful in oxpleining soyroes of
varistion in psrfarsence on tests, as illustrsted in the figute dplew,

&
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The relstive contribution of treit, skill, method and random factors
to test perfarmance will, of course, very from test to tast and from
individusl to individual. For sxample, Bachman snd Palmur (1982)
found that s multiple-choice test of grammatical competence losded
wmuch mare hesvily on the mathod factor then did multiple-cholce tests
of sither pragmatic or socioclinguistic competence. The effect of the
teek on test performencé hes gensrally been dealt with
psyrhosstrically as systssatic error variencs sssocisted uith the test
asthod (Cempbsll & Fiskse, 1959). The fremswork described hers
specifies in mors detail the factors thet comprise test method and
st the same time recognizes the relationship between the demends set
by the task snd context of the test and the compstencies requirsd to
succassfully msst thees demands.

Finelly, this framework may be useful in clarifying some
aisconceptions regarding the toras 8direct® and "indirect® ss they
have besn applied to language tests. The tere "direct test® is often
used to refer to s test method in which performencs resembles "ectusl®
or "normal language performencs, whils en ®indirect test" is one in
which test perfaorserce is psrceived as somehow different from "actusl®
or "norsal" performence. Thus, writing semples end orsl interviews
are referred to as "direct” testa, since thewy presusably imvolve the
uss of tha skills being tested. By sxtension, such tests ers often
regarded, virtually without queetion, s conatruct valid cnd therefore
e lagitimsts criteria for the walidetion of "indirect® tests.

Thare sre two probleme with this, howsver. First, we hsve no
definition of “actual® cr "noreal® language use that is precise enough
for us to detereliw the extent tu which prrfarsance o. 8 given test is
similar to such langusge uss. Indeed, the framewvork suggested hare
aay st best perait us only to relatively “comsunicative®
from relatively ®non-communicati langusge perforesnce. A more
ssrious problem, howsvar, is that the use of the term “direct®
confusss the behavioral menifsstation of e treit or compstencs for the
construct itself. Ae with gll mental ssasures, lengusge tests ere
lng,nqi indicetors of the underlying treits in which we ers

nteres The framework presentsd sbove captures this d.stinction

by recognizing that there ars factors {n addition to trait fsctors
that effect perforsence on alf languege tests, whether thase require
recognition of the cocreot alternsiive in & sultiple-choice format or
the writing of an sesey. C

3 Muu\u-t.lmofoﬂt.t.oflw'mﬂclmcy

In examining proficiency tests as meesures of communicative
psrformance, there ere two quastions thst should us addressed.
First, to what sxtent do tha taske required on ti..2 test involve
comaunicative languags petformence? Sesomd, to what extent does the
test asesss communicative competancies?

3.1 AMultiple-choice tests
The multiple-choice test is one of the ths most widsly-usad

. technigues for tssting languoge peoficiensy in the world. Such tasts
tygicelly include pasts aimed et ssasuring at lasst soms of the
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following skille or componente: 1) listening comprshension, 2)
structure, and 3) reading comprehension. The languaca perforsence
tasks on such tssts are almost aluways restricted to non-reciprocal '
eitustione, in which thers is no potentisl fur fesd-beck or
negotistion of asening. The scount of context generslly veriee
considersbly from part to part, as does the distribution and type of
information. The formst of these tssis generally restrict the mode of
perforsance to reception. Finally, there are obvious restrictions on

tiss and length.
3.1.1 Aultiple-choice testa of listsning comprehension

Rultiple-choics teets of listening comprehension typicelly
include tasks such as 1) listaning to e sentence and then identifying
the correct parsphress from seversl choices, 2) listening to short
disloguss and then finding the correct choice tn & question sbout the
dislogus, end J) listening to e short talk eand then snsuering

questions bessd on that talk., The propositionsl content
of this type of test 1s typicelly reatricted to academic topics, while
the illocutionary scte are typically ideationsl and sanipuletive.
In the parsphrese item type two bseic taske ers roquireds 1)
= e single spoken sentence (stss) snd 2) recopnizing the
correct perapghrese of thia sentence (key) fros smong four written
sontences. The majority of the iteme of thic type require only
gremmsticel competence for suecessful completion. Most depend
primerily on the knowledge of lexicel eignificetion, or of the
propositional covtent sxpresssd by syntactic etructure. Furtherarrs,
these iteme can be regerded as context-reduced, in that they ere
genetelly unconnected with ssch other and their refsrences sre to
fistitious parsons, cbjects, plece and actions. In gensral, the task
of paraphresss is an extresely artificial one and requires
virtuelly no communicative performance, in that this task focuses
veiy on propositional cignificstion. In addition, the leck of
contest rendars this item type hghly artificisl.

In the lecturse, or short talk test type there 1e generally e
varisty af discourse ozganiretion, including genezslizetion and
dpvelopment, ee well as e variety of illocutionary acte and
linguietic forms. The baeic teske in thie test type ere 1)
conpeshending e spoken discourse end 2) amewesing dir-ct informetion
questions basad on that discourse. In thie type of tsct, the extent
of the discourse is such more substantial then that in the
typs. The context ie elso such more extsnsive. Unfortunstely,
hovever, the lectures are frequently highly artificisl, in thet they
saynd Likp ®read® presentations and feil to include the kinde of
hesitstions and reatsatements thet charectsrize orel discourss. There
is 1itt1le ehallenge to tne test taker to interact with the text and

Aistle eppastunity for suthentic language use,

3.1.2 Multiple-choice tasts of etructure

The langusge performance on thie type of test ie typicesly
restricted entirely to eingle sentences, and thus has little potentiel
for irwolving discourss. There is generally s weristy of propositional
coptant, yhils the illecutisnesy foroe is typically reskricted te the
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idestions]l function snd the form to declerstive sentences. In this
test type the basic task is to recognize the syntactic form that will
corrsctly coralets an incomplste statsment. The items in this type of
test sra gensrslly context-reduced, in that they represent isolated
propositions, slthough thers is gensrelly soms sttempt to
contextuslize them. Fraquently, however, this context is totelly
irrslavant to the task posed by the item. Consider the following
item, for sxample:

The first omithischia appeared on the Earth
the early Resozoic sre, some 200
aIlllon years ago.

A) when

8) or

C) snd

D) during

This statement, if 7ound in an suthentic discourss, would presuppose
thet ths readsr is femilisr with the tarms "ornithischis® end
“"Masozoic srs®. In the test context, howsver, this informetion is
irrelevant to the syntactic structurs that requires the presposition
"during® If the test teker sttempts to process this sentence as sn
suthentic use of language and is not femiliar with thess terms, the
itam is context-reduced and may be more difficult then if the meanings
of thess terms were ignored entire)y. Becauss of the unnscesserily
difficult context, items such as thesse probably engegs othesr
competancies sven though they are intendad only to msssurs grammatical
compstance,

3.1.3 Multiple-choice tasts of resding comprehension

Of the verious types of multiple-choics test, ths resesding
comprshsnsion test has, in my opinion, the gresstest potentisl for
requiring comaunicitive languege pesforsance. This is Lecause it is
the least restricted with respect to organizstion of discourss,
propositional content, illocutionsry force, and forms. Thars sre
besicelly two taske in thie test type: 1) comprshending s written
text and 2} providing requestsd information basad on the content of
that text. The questions ere generally of two types: incomplste
statements and direct informetion questions. The type of information
requested is ummlly both litsrel and inferentisl. Items in this test
typs may messure gramastical, cohesive, and {llocutionsry competencs.
Strategic comgstence, to the sxtent that this is imwolwd in infarence
snd drewing on relevent extre~iextusl inowlsdgs, O also be measured,
should this be desirebla,

In general, whils sultiple-choice tset> are highly restricted in
terms of the typs of parfarmence required, I belisve they can be used
effectively to meamae the ceceptive ekills of listening an dreading,
lnij to messute the full range of competancies required in these two
skills.
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3.3 ural intsrviews

The orel intervisw ie probably the premisr "dirsct® test of
lsnguage proficiency, It ia nesrly the oppoeite of the 8ultiple-
choice teet, in that it can requirs euthentic lengusge ues, or
comaunicative performance. Wnhile generally lisited to the sursl/oral
channsl, both mtlwmmuwmmhm a8 can
the full rengs of competencies involved in the skille of 1lictening and
epesking. The extsnt to which thie test schieves its full potentiel,
howaver, depsnds on the slicitstion end reting procedurse. The
skillful interviswer will leed the cendidete through s veristy of
topics, slicit s varisty of illocutionary acts, and pmesnt s varisty
of contexts, Indesd, in e well-conducted intsrview, the candidate nay
nesrly farget that it ie o test.

All too frequently, however, the candidste's performance is rated
solsly in terms of Qremasr, pronuncistion, vocabulsry, snd psrthaps
fluency. Such e reting scels feils to evaluats sspecte of githar
discourse compstance, much es cohesion and rhetarical {ct nwersational)
organization, or of saciolinguistie compstence, such as appropristas-
ness of teglister and natursinees.

Another common charzecteristic of reting scales that havs been
Coveloped for orel intsrviews ie the definition of the scale points,
or lavels, in terma of specific contaxts ang subject matter. A yell-
known susmple of thie type of scale definition ie that of the
Interegency Language Roundtable (ILR) orel interview (forserly the
Foraign Service Institute (FSI) orel intsevisw). This scale has been
acaptad and expanded by such diverse organizetions se the Americen
Council of Teachers of Foreign Langusges (ACTFL), in its "Provieional
Proficiency Guidelines® and the Austrelian Osnartsent of Imaigretion
and Ethaic Affiere, in ite "Australiasn Second Language Proficisncy
Matings (ASLPR), This type of scale definition say bs quite useful
for specific situatione such as thoss of the ggencies of the U, 8,
government, ar of modern langusge departments in v, S, colleges snd
univeraities, or of large-scele aigrant progres in Auetralis.
Because of the effect of context on communicative language use,
however, context depandent definitions limit not only the use of such

but more importantly, their intarpestation, to the specific
situations for whioh they ere designad. Thus, retinge on these
different scales sre of little use for comparetive purposes. How
conparshla, fsr sxampls, are the following scale definitione?

" Can hendls with onfidence b not with facility
introductions

oan handls lisited work neading help
in handling eny complications or difrioulties.
(Lows, 108011-5)

. BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Can narrete, describe, end explein in past,
present, end future time, Cen communicate facts--
what, who, when, whers, how such--and can explain
pointe of view in an uncoepliceted feshion, but
cennot conjecture or coherently support en
opinion. Cen telk in e generel wey sbout topics
of current public interest (e.g., current svents,
student rules end reguletions), es well es
personal intsrest (work, leisure tise activities)
end can give autobiographical information. Cen
sake factus)l cosparisons, euch s college 1ife vs.
high echool life. . . . Cen nske @ point
forcefully snd cosmunicata needs and theughts ine
eitustion with e complicetion (e.g. calling e
mechanic for help with e stalled cax, axplaining
suspicious-looking possessions to e customs
official).*

m. 1002 )

Has restrictsd registar flexibility though, where
@ specialist register hes been exparienced, will
have scquired some features of At. ... Cen give
deteiled inforsstion sbout own family, living
conditions, educational beckgroundi can describe
and converse on svarydmy things in his erwironaent
(e.9.. hie suburb, the westher)s . . . cen
communicate on the spot with fellsw workers or
innediats muperior (6.0, ask questisns gbout job,
:l)w-n!m sbout, wotk sonditions, time off,
144 A

(Ingses and Wylle, 1981:14)

The first quatation is from the definition of lavel two on the ILR
reting scsle; the sscond ie froa the ACTFL "Rrovisional Proficiency
Culdelines® definition of the “scvanced® leval, which is considersd
comparsble to lavel two on the ILR scsle, and the third is from the
ASLPR definition of level two. While the ILR statemert is quite
general, mmmummmmwum e
mwxumua-m'cmmndmumtm ie not
certaln that intarviewers using the different scales would try to
elicit sxsctly the ssme language functions (narrating, describing,
expleining, expleining, conjecturing, an opinion, making
fectual compariaocns, comsunicating needs and theughte). Nor is it
likely that the same content s.sess (work, leleuss tisa sctivities,
student rules and vegulations; collage and schoo) 1ife) or social
registere wili be of relevance to can college studente,
employsss of U, S, and

If there ie thie much patsntial for differsnce in slicitetion and
interpretation of ratings froa scales auch as theee, which ere very
closely releted in terme of thei: develepment, comparsbility of
interpretation is sven lsss sttalnsble when quite different types of
scales are owesined, '

[
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A more gensrslizebls end interpreteble epprosch to scele
definition, I belisve, is to define levels on seperete sceles in
terms of the cherecteristics of the verious components of :

communicative compstence. In the Interview Test QL Cosmunicative
E I e, e o e 1t S
wo 18 of seversl components, uud\ u:

Sremmay

Limited range of both marphologic end syntectic
structures, but with some evidence of systematic
rules; control of come structures used, but with
sany error types

Cohweion (pact of discourss competence)

RModerate cohesion, including caordinetion end
simple subordinetion; sometimss confusing
relationshipe among idess

Seneitivity to Register (part of sociolinguistic compstencs)

Evidonce of two registers ang control of sither
forwal or informal register

(Bactwman and Pelmer, 18083312-4)

Intarviewers are instructed to elicit topics; illacutionary acts, and
sociolinguistic vegieters spproprist¢s to the context and to the
candidate's needs ars interests. Thus these factors do have an
important effect on the communicative performence slicited fin the
intarvisw. But since the acale definitions are independent of context
and subject matter, the interviswer ie not constreined to elicit e
. particuler set of discrets gremamstical structures, vocsbulary items,
or spesch acts, Thie je not tu cleim, however, that defining such
. scales is not problematical. On the contrary, the identificetion and
rerking of illocutionary eacts in terme of epptopriatenses and level,
for example, is extremely complsx., Neverthaless, 1 bslive that thle
approach to mlo definition hes @ great deal of potentisl for

i previding s “"comeon yerdstick" for rating sny given speach seaple in
| mrhwormmumm

i

4

3.3 Clese taste

The cloze centinuee to be an enigme. While it eppears to
approxingte quite clossly the kind of processing irwolved in reeding,
and thus to 1ve communicetive performance, it nevertheless is
generslly perceived by test takers as @ hlmly ertificiel task.
Indesd, much of the resssrch with veriations In this procedure hee
bewn motiveted, in part et least, by the desire to overcome ite leck
of appesrence of velidity. I belisve thet thie perceived
artificiality is largsly e functior of the rendom dsletion procedure,
which frequently results in items thet ers nearly imposeivle to
complets. Perhaps time and conditioning will bs the ultimste solution
to this problam. Aftsr all, even the multiple~choive test, which is
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now widely sccapted by test takers es the prototypical test, was once
perceived as totally lacking in "face velidity®.

Fros my own resssrch with the cloze 1 sm convinced thet it can
mesure the full range of compstancies involved in reading. The key to
this potantial, howeveZ, liss in the specific words thet are deleted,
and to assure that the specific competancies one wishes to measurs are
in fact asssured, it is sssentisl to sbendon the rendon delstior
procedurs for @ rationsl one in which the teet developer sulects the
words to bs delsted sccording to criteris defined in ths content
spacificetions of the tast.

4 Implications for messurement theory

Given the renge of lsnguage perforaance required and tre
compstencies ssssured by lenguage proficiency teste, it would seem
usaful to ccnsider the sxtent to which such tests cen be »~«quately
snslyzed by current pesychomatric theory. One sssusption of test
theory, both clessical true-scors ond 1atent-trait sodels, is thet
test itess sre locally independent (Resch, 19803 Lord and Novick,
1058), This means that the probability of an individusl's snswaring an
itas correct is s function only of his oF her sbility level end the
difficulty lsvel of that single ites. For this sssumption to be
satisfisd, test developers must writs and arrange items so that they
era ss indspendsnt of each otner as possible in terss of the tasks
required snd content included. Thie is clearly st odds with
communicative language perforaance, in which the "{tems" of discourse
ara by definition relsted to sach other and to s given context. (1t
should be notsd that Holland (1981) hes wuggested s ises restrictive
assumption, that of "local nonnsgative depandence®, thet may provide @
precticel mesns for detsraining whethes item resgonss sodele fit e
given set of ites dets.)

Ammwwymw.ummxsu
that the tast itass comprise s unidisensionnl scals, that is, thet
they all messure @ singls treit or sbility (Lord and Novick, 1968;
lard, 1980). This sseuspticn would also sppees unbensble, not only in
terms of current theoriss of languags proficisncy, tut also in light
ofmmmmmmmmtxm
proficiency is sultidimensionsl (s.g., Swinten snd Powers, 1980;
Sschesn and Palmsr, 1081, 19824 Dunbar, 15623 Carzoll, 1983; Upshur
end Hosburg, 1983). As with the assuaptic: ef local independencs,
ettazpts by tesst dsvslopers to satisfy tha sssusption of
unicissneionality se; well result in itese that sre srtificlelly
rastricted in their fors end content. In fact, the quintsssentisl
“discrete-point" itam aigvt be regerded s

1f current theorsticel frssswcrke and sesssrch dsecribe
communicative lang “ge proficiency as comprising seversl distinct but
releted traits, and comaunicative language pesformance se occurring in
tha context of discourse, with intsrrelsted f1locutionery ecte
sxpresssd in @ varisty of foras, it would esea that lsngusge teste
would provide both @ challangs and an apportunity for peychomstriciane
totntthuwumnfwmu“ummn powsrful
modele if necessary.

12
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5 Implicetions for test tueve)opment

There would appear to exist @ eimilar challengs snd oppartunity
for tes® developers ta find aore creative test procedures and formats,
One such procedure, @ veriation of the oictation celled the "copy-
test® (Cziko & Lin, 1984), involves ths visual presentetion of
seteriel, enc hee coneideresble poter:isl se msasurs of text
proceseing. It e not unreasonable tu expect that advances in
aicroconmuter tachnology, slong eith ite incressing availsbility, will
provide the sesns for making this testing techniqus reasible for
larx-scele “neting in the uat fox years.

Within the multiple-choice fresswork, I believe it would be
uesful to saperiment further with items in whic!. some of the
distractore ere pertislly corrsct. For example, the key responss
mum,mumum.mm,
and pechaps registar, while the dietractors eight be syntactically
curtest, but nut cochesive, syniacticelly and cohesively correct, but
not in the appropristes segister, and so forth. From iveas such as
thess it might be posaible to derive scores for these diffesrent
sspects of ceamunicative cempstencs. Thie type of itam hes been
exanined by Fachedy (1880).

Conclunion

In thie paper I heve presentad e fremawork for exesiniug
ormenco on language tasts end denonstrste how
MMMWmWh.bmtmsdm
eslicited and tia langrege ancies

At this paint I 1ie to ane npnih’
the sxtent to whic: Language tests can or aust coaprise neasurss o

ceasunicative compets.~>, Firet, I believe that it ic possible for
mmamuuuau_nmuuw to measute SORE
aspects of commsunicative w&‘ » 1t 1o quite possible
thet not ell the traita of coamun tise coapatsnce are squally
relovent to the langusgs use neec’s of e glven group. The abi) ity to
use language te perfors tasginative functions, for onanple, ie
-ﬁxyemwhmm unfortunataly, than
the .ebility te petfors idestionsl functierc such a8 devining,
desaribing or arguing. Fimally, it mey well be that not ell the
selawant abilitiss of communiostive compstence &3 ssamusbly within
the limitations of any glven testing progoes,

Ammu-.tmmmwmmm
end lenguage tse: developere to content snd conatwuct validity
requizes the constant re-mxamination of the objectives of our teste
end o reasssssment of the techniques we enploy for eiiciting
ceamnicetiv 3 langusge pecfermance. T™he innovetions thet result from
mmuumumummwum
and test theccy, ia that they »{11 raquire creative applications of
wmmm.wmmumdm
ssdels and new taghnalogy. '

A
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I risagree with thoss who feel that the most pressing need is
for further development of theorstical models. I bssleve that current
modele are sufficlently well-defined to permit empirical verification.
I sleu dissgree with thoee who dieparsge ever being able to
characterize ell the componints of comsunicetive compstence, for such
# poaition would leed ve to cesse empirical resssrch. Th: highest
priority, I believe, 1e for us to stteapt to mowe to th. paradigmatic
stage of scientific development and begin empiricel verification of a
current theoreticel model of communicetive lenguage proficiency.
Furthermore, I believe that the most effsctive mesns of such empirical
verificetion ie through language testing resserch.
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